
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04·233 . " &\nS~ecte(\

t\(M~\.\'Je\:A
I submit the fOllowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rt.tIe[liilJt1,~l\

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, RmQ8MARM!J$)0~t ~t),Sl"233. "'~1\ '.
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rig'fCiG~~P°('\'\

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must no\"fp(-Gelflflio,s.t'tl9~~ especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their t1ah.ies",lIlieiNpmMlsJproposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who'resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
colilsciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First .
Amendment prohibit~·.governm~nt, inclUding the PCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCtllany a'I'eligious broadcaster, mqst present.

(2) The' F~GJml!lst noUurn every rrac::llo station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights10 air trme. Pjifposed pulSlie access requirements would do so - .even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the m"essage. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of prog/9mming, ~~pecially relimious prrogramming, is not prqperly dictated by any government agency - and
pr:opo$al.S to force.reporting on, \SUch things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-proteCted editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be .
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r.~Xd~~,-PtI~~litairM?J.~ses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
fefigiolfs:bro~Mcaj;{er;s ...'+hose-who stay truelo their consciences and present only the messages they
c9';respond to the.ir.'beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5).., 'i r" ·Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
:statio;'~k-KJeping.the-electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze· niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
shiff, presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) tl.llflltfheuestrictiog m§in.§tlJdioJo~tion choices.
Raising-costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
puolic interest.

We U~9;'th~-FCC~ot t~'~~Pt rules, proCedures or poIiCi&&iji§8ussed.abo\le...__
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ..tt ~~cSl
MB Docket No. 04-233 ~ .,.,,p;p . ~c9l'~

I submit the following comments in response to the l.DDIJJlI'If1!If'Wtice of Proposed RUlemak;~q~. .1"'''''''1 c9q
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket NGlI Q4·23;k ~S ,.... 2 '1/~

t- : 51 'TO
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of 01J)

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.
{),.....

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially ,r:eU9'if?~ pfA'lpcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisol1ljb~r.p!9"oposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbidS'imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force r~velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

'(4) . The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
.corfespbhd to their beliefs-could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MAR'2 5i~tlq
Comments in Respons~~L~a~~~oticeof Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket N0l&t~1..·· FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM

U

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in~~Docket No. 04-233.
J.' f'>' \)

Any new FCq",~4!Sl(,'ppU~ie's·Of procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed it1"'tlle NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. .

,
(1) The FCC mLlst not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share! their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values cOuld Jace increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than, allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious br9adcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requiil3ments wouid do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects t(j) the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
.,of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
propo~als, to force reporting on such things as who prod,uced what programs would intrude on
·'constituti~ni:illy,:protectea1ea·itorjal choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners th~fl]st9lves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. T1hose who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christililn broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keep·ing the eleptricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sql:J!3eze (l}ich' ;alllt:! ~maller markEilt broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

., ~~~~.~~!~, ~~tcpiQm}s Qn· the air and, ~b) by further restricting ':'lain stu~io ~ocation choices.
_ 'ff.fa!.sl _, !~tfu.ese IjltoJ:losals weuld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service IS contrary to the

public intc;~est. .
~ ~ ~

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

fm2 (]A/U ..l100
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice~Proposed Rulemaking MAR 2,5 2008 '
MB Docket No. 04-233 '[Jg NAfI

I submit the following comments in response to t~SL~Ii~ ~Atice of pr~~gdMal! Rf)0~n
Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No.'t~-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or proce!!tllr:e,s.J1lust not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enaet~/f.P£~oso - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiouforoadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of

, licellse.for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible .viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choiGe of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
goverrimentagency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editdrial' choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
atitomatically ba~red-from-routine-renewal application pr0ges.~,ing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by' the ,Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by ~urther restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
curtailed service is contrary to ttJe..public, interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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•, 1\"Comm'ents ,il) Response to Localism 'Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ''/01, C,,"o.l

MBDocket No. 04.233 ReceNe.O &. \ns\le ,\~u

I submit the following comments in response to the L<i~SN} Notice of Proposed RUI_~&t~Qnl\
"NPR,M"}, released Jqn. 24, 2008, in ~a.Docket N0·«H.4~233, 41.25 ' _,,' ,

," , « I ' " ' /::::> 2:" 'r. Mal' Room
Any new FCC rules, policies or proceaures must not violE.!~E3 First Amendm'e'~4tighi9Knur:nper of

prop~sals'discussed(In the .N.~RM, i.fl;lnacted, would do so - and mU$t ,~ot.be,adopted, ' ",' ,\~

(1) llie 'FCC must 'not force radio stations, especiaf!Y'r~i~m.Sf~roadca~t~rs, to take a~vice fro~
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advis6r.y.tb~l,)afd r;>f0posals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frorltt~ase w,ho don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even 1055 of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their program,r;ning. ,Th~.First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
fights'to 'air time. f'll'op~se«d public accesSle-quirements would do 50 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making inf~rmation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and,)
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. ,

(4) Th'e FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licenseeswould be
automaticallY_ barred f~om routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

~j'''.f~1 '.'~ f'l. I '.. I'~ • J -"~- .'. _.' •

review ofcertain classes of apph.9ants by the CQmmlssloners t~emselves would amount tO,coerclon ,of,
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they «
co~resp.ond to their beliefs could face long, expenslve.and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

, .
• P ... • OJ J. .

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these propos'als would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
put:llic interest.

Date

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I
''';' .";".. ~. ~

oJ '"/'. I. ,"",
", ,) 0""

. "1'')'1(''

C~mments in Response to Lo'calisl1'I Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ~~c~\~ed &\ospected
MB Docket No. 04-233 lIJ1J9 '; ,.,~(\<\

I submit the following comments in res~~'H~~to'trr~''I.:~1isfu5"N9!!Se of proposedl~~a~~g (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2: S9 FCC Mail ~oom

An~ new FC~ rUles, policie~ or procedures m~t not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, If enacted, would cfci'~'Q"''''p~must not be adopted.

'..... ~,· ..1'
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiallyrefigi,5&;'.6Iloadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory rtoard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
oonscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

J~£._·~!~ ..:::~:~:.T.lie:l=.ric.must.r.lQt-.establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious br~adcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
:~w.criepJJlI.d,lo.Jb,eir..b.e[jefs...could.face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

~L .;:. ,

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets',as do'manY'smallermarket secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squEleze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff pr~~eDc.e wheoever,a station is on the air and, (b) by t~rth~r restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service outOacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policles..cIiscussed above...
:3,lo.()<6
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o I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlen;J~'-~\)~NPRM")'
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 1009 0 ~ece\~ .. ! 1(\(\~

: •.ll,o ., ;'1' NAil'.!.? l"! ~tt..Q. t ~ .
Any new FCC rules, policies or procetlures must notvIolate'~~ndment rights. A I1\lNlIer of P.I..O.D8\1f:\ls

discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ~: S9 W\i\\ \"\0

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reliqiQus broadcasters, to take advice fr.o~~c:aPle who do not share
their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals:,~4~ impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious
broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share thelr"'.aI~~~GQtAd face increased harassment, complaints and
even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rathfirJ'th~ allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a
broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into. a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air time.
Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects' to the
message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of programming,
especially religious programming" is not properly dictated by any government agency - and proposals to force reporting on
such things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically barred
from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of
applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to
their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as d~ many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the
electricity flowing is.oftena.challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air
and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. RaiSIng costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

W~urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Gommen!s lip{R~~pollse to Localism t<I<otice of prop'oglt~aR:,~pmaJgIl.g ~ed·
'MB DO.cket.'Nolo4::233 . t tJf\'IS!i:~, Rece\Ved &\nSpeC\l

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (~~~~~S\
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

lOOP M"~n· ... I:~~ Mail Room
Any new FCC rules, policies Qr procedures must I'il!W\liBl§te,Qrs~roendment rights. A numb~Of proposals

discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted) ~ J . .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who do not share
their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board pJQQ,Qsals would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious
broadcasters who resist advice from those who don'nh~r€tti~ir ~~~s could face increased harassment, complaints and
even loss of license for choosing to follow their own conscien"ces,./rath~ than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a
broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air time.
Proposed public access requirements would ,do so - even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously obj~s to the
message. The Fir-st Amendment forbids imJ*)sition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of programming,
esp~cially religious programming,. is not properly dictated by any government agency - and proposals to force reporting on
such things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically barred
from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of
applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to
their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. .

(5) Ma~y Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the
electricity, flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air
and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. -Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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~ CLEARC:HjtNNEL
RADIO

March 18, 2008

Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW

- Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)

. DeF.lr Chairman Martin,

On behalf of Clear Channel Radio Detroit, I am writing to inform you of the incredible support our
. "" . radio .9royp. offer.s to our community." Our Detroitradio group~ which .includes.WDFN-AM, WDTW
, .. ··'1\I\1I::VV~IC~WDTW;WJLB;WKQI;·anCl·WMXD,is proud to go well beyond the rules mandated by

the FCC.

. ' :: :·:··~nce~'<.Iarluar'y,-our.radiogrol;lp, has'supported .the NationaI.Ad.,Council.by r:unning hundreds of
PSA announcements on "home foreclosures"... a major issue in the Detroit area. The PSA
campaign offers information on how impacted listeners can get help before they lose their homes.
In addition, we also have been proud sponsors of the Goodwill...who are currently raising
awareness with the Goodwill Motor City Bowl-A-Thon, which helps our Metro Detroit neighbors,
family and friends get back to work through, education, on the job training and skill development.
In 2007, Goodwill provided 13,753 individuals with employment and training services in Southeast
Michigan, of course we would like to see that number increase by the thousands in 2008.

Clear Channel Radio Detroit is also the radio partner for Race For The Cure... a breast cancer
awareness walk held by the Karmanos Cancer Institute in downtown Detroit every year. This year
the event will be held May 31,2008 and is expected to draw more than 30,000 people and raise
more than one million dollars for breast cancer research. The radio group begins to air hundreds
of PSA announcements and place information, with the opportunity to register for the walk, on
their websites beginning as early as February 1st

• In addition, each station has an air personality
~r mUltiple personalities that have volunteered their time to be a "breast cancer champion" and
appear at events related to the walk, as well as appear the day of the event to do meet n' greets,
stage announcements, cheer on walkers, and much more. . .

Our community support for 2008 has only begun and we have several other events that happen
throughout the year... including an award nominated radiothon benefiting the Leukemia and
Lymphoma Society of America, Aids Walk Detroit, Coats For Kids, the Salvation Army Red Kettle
Campaign, and many more.

It is our pleasure and responsibility to support our community. I ask that the FCC not impose any
rules that will hamper our ability to perform these very important and valuable services.

Sincerely,

" 77675·lIaIsted Road, Farmiitgton Hills, Michigan 48331- 248-324-5800
~ _. .., . . ~



Commen~jn Response to.Localism Notice of Proposed RUI~making

MB !locket No. 04-233 . .

l(Jon ALb I=~C Mail Roorn
I submit the following comments in response to the Loca1istmlJllRt~e..OfProposed Rulefnakmg (the

"NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~ f:J .,. 5~
, ~. ,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - Sfljl.J!lust not be adopted.

! ~ "it t~....... '
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially re'ligiou~ilr~~~~ters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board1>hlposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religjous broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
value.s could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing lincompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious'broadoaster, must present.

(2) Thet.F-CCnTltlst"1iI0t tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
righfs ta airlime:~PrQ"posedPG6lie-raecess reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conseientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reportinl!J on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC l1iIust nbt.e~ablish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automalicall¥.,ball[ed>ffpm 1i0I!!Jine re.newal 'ilPplication processililg. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r~~i~w,bf~!1l~i.njl~~(e~~O.f::~l1J.J:>liaa~t~, by:.1be, Com~issien~lis:,tt:lemsehles would amount to coercion of
'liehgIOtl.&{bli~'a~na~ers~!'mlil~rse·Wt:l~stay~tlilliete'ith~r consCJen,ce.SJmd prese.n.1 or;Jly ~tJ,e mes~ages they .
cprrespond to their beliefs could faGe long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on .tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleetricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche arid smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a.station .is on the air~and, (b) by further. restricting main studio location choices.
Raising/costs with these,pfop,osaIS wou/(Horce service cutbaoks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

Date

We ur;~e 1he·FC~'1jI0t to '.~<lopt rules, proced4r:es or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB ~ocketNo. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or pr~!eN~~;~U~opyi@lBteFirst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - afflmust not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. T/iI8' ~P.RIVtS p'roposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious brdaClctsterh~ resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints ana~~en loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerCion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

QtA~
Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organi1?iation (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ruri~~~ Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies orZ~»&ct!Aare1Jnu~no'l"i~'g\e First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

J

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious br~dea:\tel'§.-VYhQ' r,e'S(§1 advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, 130mplaihlS' an"'CI ~S'rfloss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

o adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket NOr'! ft*"233 CJtVIS/f)N MAR 25 {\' ",
I submit-the foll~Wing .comments in response to the LocalismNotice ofProposed R~PlaJQ!!a 
(th~''N?RM','~~ released J:m. 24~ ~008, in MB Doc~etNo. 04-233. Any new FCC rJii~lYHelb~oorn
01' procedures must not VIolate First~y,4tnent nghts. Anumber ofproposals discussed in the
NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - anaumt1SiRl(i~f8o~~,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, t«;) take advice from
people who do not;sbare their values. TheNPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional manc:la&$~JlI.Q3dcasterswho resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased~t, complaints and even loss oflicense for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatiblevi~ints to shape
their programming. The First Amendmentprohibits gQvenlJ~~p~lu~g theIiee,ironf- - , ,'.

'-=r'_---r-O.M·,ojating:w~~<$>'QralidC'lI$tet,iParticplarlya religi0us'br08d~, ,rttustpresent. '

(2) '!!he FCC:m~ n~t~ev~ radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
lr 1 • :1:8,'.' ;~e~~P0.se..d pubJic access requirements would do so - even ifa religious
,h~~ H.~ ll00'f1sCientiouslyo:&jects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must,not force revelation ofspecific editorial decision-making ,information. The
c~0i~ ofpto~p;!t\1~l:l~ especially religious,programming, is not properly dictated by any
g01i.e@DiehtaKell~~~d:d1roposalsto force reporting onsuch things as who produced what
progrluns wolild intrude on constitutionally-protected editori31 choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system inwhich certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory 
special renewal ~view ofc- . !hlsses.of8JW~cants: bytbe-eommt~i~p~Jt1i~lves would

-- -amountto cQeieloniOfteligio _ ~~IS.mase wha.stay1.tue to theu:'c!oDSClences and
presefttonlythtmesst.mesthej"corre~nd.to their beliefs could·face long, expensive and
potentially~us;~newal pro~gs.

(~) M811y.Christian broadcasters' operate on tight budge~ as do many smallermarket secular
stations. Keepin,g the electricity:Rowing is often a challenge. Yet,~e Co~ssion p~poses to
fu.rth~( .sq"~z~lIlli.che$d,smaUer JIl8.flcet broadcasters, by substantially Iatsmg costs m two
wa~&;~1J;)~l$y.~~~<sta«~nc~whene~~a 8tar~6n ~s ~n the air and, (b) by further .
restri.e,titlg,jn,aiP~.$.tUdj~lc:n~~tio~ehOlces. ~mg costs with.these pfOP?sals would force Service
cutbackS - attdfeurtai1edServic.eis CQJitrarY to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt

• - !;..,

ml~S,P:t.0~~op~~jiciesdiscussed above.

~"/q~o3
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I submit the following comments in r~s1nse to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakin,g (!he m
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 200.e, in MB Doc\,<e No.•04-233. FCC Man ¥tOO

: ' '*JOlla . ~ - -,
Any new FCC rules; policies or'proce-dures mus~~t-2i5'latPir_~'~ndmefit"i'iQhtS: A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and. must~Q~adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who ,qC? not sh~re their .\f:~lu~s. The NP.RM's.q~posed ,advisQry board proposals would impose such
unconstitution~1 mandates.' Religious 'broai1lGilstetsf'Wb(t~~'E!gfW.c~rom those who don't share their
'vah:,es"liJ.9JJI~ {ace- iner.eased harassment, complaints and eVM MsmQ]jficense for choosing to follow their own
cons!i=i.~rnces,r.ather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Am.endment proM)its government, including ,the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

, palitiGl!I~l'lrly a religious~broadcaster, must present.

(2) Ths':FCC must not tClrn every radio station'into a public forum Vlihere ahyone and everyone has,
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiows broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
Illand?tes. 91:1 any reli.gion, .. _~ _ ___ ._ __ _. _._ '

(3) , The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of. p,rogr;ammill9, especially religious prograrrjrning, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
p'i:QPosal,s tof0Fce.reportil')g on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
corn&titutibna"~:,pr0t~cted 'e<:jitori~1 choic.es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a tWo-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is oft13n a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
st:lueeze niche;\t;lndsmaller"liY:Iarkefbroadcasters,Jby substantially raising costs in two ways: (a)- by requiring
staff presencewhenever a statiorl is 9n th~ air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rai~il)g costswith these,proposals wo.uld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interesb

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

.;
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Name

Title ftif any)
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Organization (if anY)' '; "

Date

,. ..3.13 - 76:a- ~ :;. t6 7
Phone -



:-.;.- ..... ~: ""' . " ~,...:~

nf~g§LL~~r4o~~iS ~~SSi~I~'~~ se~e"s~~~r~l- mlis~;~n§i ~fr.~~l ~lile location. BU~ under this proposal, many
,- .

co-location arrangements wouJcL!Je forced to end - r~isiA!!l (:taiIy operating costs and imposing immediate
. l, .

expenses related to moving, construction of other faciliti~s and'overseeing forcEid'reloeations., .

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying electricity
.' •• J

expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Christian Broadcasters

with little choice: either cut back or give UP..

The First Amendment protects the free eX6rcise of religion. The government must not be allowed to

impose rules that violate it. Christian Racio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation

-strong qn the nation's airwaves. It's not just a Christian thing - everyone's fundamental constitutional

rights are at stake.

HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The FCC

can only make rule changes ,based on evidence - and the evidence you submit can make a difference!

fly Mail:, ~end a.letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the docket

nl:lmljerohltop,~ftne' I~tt~rtq be sure ,it il)' delivered to" the corr~ct qffiG~;._,. _,_
'. : ~\ d _ •• .... ~ " ., ~,,' ~ _, _ •

MB;'IDdGket~N0~@4423~3fcorrirhe~fsin'Resp'-o-R~e:to Locali§m Notice bfProposed Rulemaking.
• . I

Mail your comments, so they' arrive by April 14, 2008 to

Using the US Postal Service: Or usinfl FE;ldEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:

The Secretary The Secretary

Federal Commlinications Commission F~d~ral C~m~unications c'o~~issf~~\ ,.

445 12th Street, SW '9300 East Hampton Drive

Washington, DC 20554 Capitol Heights, MD 20743

'\".:' \.., :~~~,: ;.h~~\M~d!a I?l:'~eau. '\ Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By 'nt~rriet:" 'ViSit iittp:llwww.!:li:iv~E~i'istianradio.c~·~ f8(~,~~y' ~~~p~by-step 'comme~t submission

assistancel I , .' , • • ,

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and freedom of

speech are thre(:ltened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are

"aGf~~tem~~dif!nql~~iih§'~b;Ws\e1l1ito/~~~fi~ICbnllhki;~h1'~h; ~" i7is~ htt~:iIWMV.savechrisllanradio.com
,tr\t ...·p~. !;iJ ,"i~) ",':1, "+: ~ V'i: ...~ r\'! ~.i "'(~( f- '·r'··,~·.r:, ~ . ;:>.~: . ~-:'-'.

~\fI!@hristtanRadto;com;-' --',; ... : -' :,:,,! .. ' ", ' Page 3 of 3
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I submit the following comments in response to tt?Q!}g0I9»'jfm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (theMqll ROQ"NPRM"), released Jan. 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2S r::> '111

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amc?;nqtlent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, eS~dri'Il~~fj~ipUs broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed a1tVls~~Mlrd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice"frefn those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2), The ,[iCC lililtilst,nCDt tltrn every radio static;>n into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
.: rl9./'its to air time. ~'P.:"i·o.p~ea p'tlblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects -to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force r~yelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force rep'orting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) .The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reli£fj~.l:Js.b'r0ljlqQasters. Tblose who .stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

O~ganization (if any)
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'fJ NAR 2 .
I sUi;)mit the following comments in response to the LocaliS~ t40\i~atProposed

Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), rele..ased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-2'"33~'

Any new FCC rules, policies or proc~dures ml,l!~t,.o.ot violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted:W@I?':11,~c.-and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadea~tersr to take advice from'
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Reljgious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and eVen loss of
license for Ghoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency,-:"and proPQsals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected edit()rial~9.~oic,e~... , ...

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically, barred from r9.utinerenewat application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the :Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay 'true to their consCiences'i:fnd
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio locatian choices. Raising costs with these propo~als would force service cutbacks - and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above•

...

~ ,. \
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• ; -' t '... ~ ~ /,-- , ,- •
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"'Titre (if any) ., .... .. '.;" " .
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la . \ '- -.n
I submit the following comments in response ~g ~~IiSFO.Noti~Of 'Proposed

Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DOCKet~ f2t-':)"'q'

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enaqted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

of 'I"'....

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especia;;~'~~i~~~s\tfr,6a,df8sters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advls6~ board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
governrilentagency - and proposals to force reporting 01"\ ~~c~ things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editortcUctloices.,. - -- ... - .. --_.. ..-

(4)"1~e FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aOtotni3tically barred from routine renewal application procas~i,ng. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themsel~es-would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and

. curtailed serviee· iscentrary to the publio interest.

Weu~e~m ro ~do~ rule~ prooodu~ orpol~:::::

Date
Signature

Organization (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking • SIf..'h
MB Docket No. 04·233 FCC MaH R00!n

I submit the following comments in response to the L!lfrlllsm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. MAR 2S

• {::J
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amend~e&,ghts. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especi~1\Y;~~QiQ.!:!s broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed 'advisg!Y/~Q~.d J2!'0posals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from.Jlj@'se who don't share their
values could face increased harassment. complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Lovett Broadcasting Enterprises, Inc.
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Marlene H. Dortch, Esq., Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Broadcast-Localism Proceeding
MB DocketNo. 04-233

Dear Ms. Dortch:

Received & Inspected

MAR 252008

Station WGRA-AM has been serving our community ofGrady County, Georgia since 1949.
Next year will be our 60th Anniversary ofbeing the "Voice ofGrady County" and we are planning a
big celebration of the great service provided to our community by WGRA Radio. Over the past 59
yeats, WGRA has devoted ~ount1ess resources to serving our local community. Our Station

,.-pW~lpate$ ~-, out '~:@Ill$uni,ty,~an~ -.mq1~~~ds the needs of our community, not because ()f
geviffiiifitit -manclal.'es/Dl:1t,15ej,fatise 'the-Statton cares about our community and serving the public
interest. I write today to object to the burdensome and unnecessary proposals contained in the
Commission's Broadcast Localism proceeding. Each of the proposals in the proceeding are
addressed separately below.

Communications Between Licensees and Their Communities

More than 25 years ago, the FCC abandoned its misguided "ascertainm.enf' requirements,
when it correctly' concJuded that market forces, rather than government mandates, may be relied
UpOll to'ensurtrtha~,h]j0aPC~~,air..programmiDg that is responsive to the needs and interests of
their communities:. Nothing 'has: changed in those 25 years that should make the FCC reach a
di1ff¢)ieht,eon~11lSi0n:n():w. If;~ything, broadcasters today face far more competition, from satellite
radi@:,and TV, cab1e~ the Internet, and iPeds, to such an extent that market forces virtually ensure
that broadcastem air responsive programming. We know full well how important it is to address the



needs and interests ofthe people in our communities. Ifwe don't address those needs and interests,
we know that market forces will drive listeners and viewers elsewhere. Government mandates will
not change that equation, except to make it far more difficult and expensive to be a good
broadcaster.

Accordingly, this Station opposes any reinstatement of the formal ascertainment process or
the mandatory creation ofadvisory boards. The quarterly issues/programs list requirement, coupled
with Commission review as necessary and public input at renewal time, has worked adequately over
the past 25 years. The potential benefits, if any, of these unfunded mandatory proposals are
severely outweighed by the costs involved. Instead, broadcasters should be given the flexibility, in
their important role as stewards of the broadcast airwaves, to communicate with their communities
in a manner that best suits the station and the community.

Remote Station Operation

For many years, broadcasters have been afforded the flexibility to operate without station
personnel present at or near transmission facilities. This has been particularly important in
emergency situations, where broadcaster resources may need to be devoted elsewhere. This Station
opposes any efforts to remove the flexibility that the Commission has wisely provided to
broadcasters. Many broadcasters simply cannot afford to stafftheir facility during all hours of
operation and may be forced to shut down, which would be an extreme disservice to the public.
Other broadcasters have invested thousands ofdollars in technology to be sure we are
immediately notified ofanyon-air problems. We don't believe the Commission should nullify
those investments and require us to make even more expenditures for unneeded personnel

Main Studio Rule

Similarly, this Station opposes any restrictions to the main studio rule. For many years,
stations have been given the choice as to where to locate their main studio in the communities they
serve. Due to variations in topography, and in order to address the needs of the various
con;nnunities they. s~rve,. broa.dc~ have been able to rely on the flexible approach the FCC has

."*: . '... , :~.: .:~~e!:~li>~~~@1sr~~t;ibl~ api>~jlCh,are,ne.cessary or warranted.

Voice-Tracking and National Playlists

This Station opposes any Commission regulation that would restrict the practice of voice
tracking. Voice-tracking can be a useful tool for smaller broadcasters to bring popular non-local
talept to the local airwaves, as a benefit to their communities. Any restriction on this ability would
be a'disserviee to the public, and any disclosure requirements potentially would infringe the First
AmendmentFights ofhroadcasters. Similarly, station playlists are a matter of licensees'
discretion, ~d at~·,.t@i1ored to serve the tastes of the communities they serve. The Commission is
pJ1dijj.J:>ited·b"sta~'.tft~m lregulatiJ}g the content ofbroadcast material, and should not encroach on
thci,ie(i}itorial :n-eederlls bteadc'asters~joy under the First Amendment

License Renewal Proeedures

2



Finally, the Commission has proposed the adoption of quotas for local programming. Such
a proposal raises serious First Amendment concerns for broadcasters. Therefore, this Station
opposes any governmell,t mandates in the form of quotas or specific minimum hours of local
programming. Broadcasters who work and live in their local communities, and who inherently
know the needs and interests their communities, are in the best position to determine how best to
provide responsive programming, including local programming, and to allocate their resources
accordingly. Broadcasters need the flexibility that is built into the cmrent system. It is this
flexibility that allows us to provide programming that best serves the public interest.

Everyone at our station is opposed to the localism issues currently being considered by the :t:"CC.
Not because it will place more burden on us to comply with unnecessary regulations, but because it
will cause us to spend tUne performing duties that have no immediate benefit to our community. In
order for us to continue to serve our community with local news, weather, coverage of football,
bas~b.all and basketball games, live broadcasts from the School Board and County Commissione,FS
and local interest stories, we have to continue to have the freedom to operate our station remotely,
use satellite delivered programming and many other tools that would be eliminated in these
proposals. Please help us save small town radio. Please DO NOT institute these new Broadcast
Localism requirements.

Jeffre . Lovett
General Manager
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I submit the following comments in response to the llOc4Wptl..Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the .. - _..

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ,j.cS (::)

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate FirstAm~~@nt rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would d~15~":: and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, es~~ci~l~rlIr9i~~broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVfs s rd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice rb~ those who don't share their .
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rig\'ilts te ,air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadQaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain cl",sses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiGus broadcast~rs. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could'face lang, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broa,dcasters ope~~te on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the.electricity,;f1owing is oftel'l a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market1broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notic~ of ~~oposed RU,~Sf~g~~J!Roo~n
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket tiUQP'l33.

, f;1fl :>4::
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must no't Ylol~ F.irst Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mu~~e adopted.

(1} The FCC must not force radio stati~2~especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NP~rWs~ro~edadvisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters Wf:1"t1 f~isJ.@dvice from those WIlo don't share their
values could face increased harassmEilnt, complaints and ef~~ of license for choosing to follow their own

" consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious bro'adcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone 'las
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
coiil,s_cien~iously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mam:lates-on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to fOrce reporting on such thIngs as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselv~ would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
Gorrespond.to.their beliefs could face long, ,expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze'hiche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever c:l station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the '

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DoCket No,.,.o4-233.: l. '
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures musfd~ lO'csat~irst Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so -and~t@ts,adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPR~glP~osed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters-1M@' l:@sjs.t advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmeAt, complaints anCl'eve~~M license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowiAg incompatible viewpoints to shap~tneir programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First AmendmeAt forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain dasses ,of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
co[ltespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studiO location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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